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specific guiceliirs

orocedures for the creventicn ¢f crisis managenent, many Army ccmman-

Qers are mMaragirg training with criciz management methcds that trevent

ne accemplishment ¢f assigned missicns 1n cptimal fashien.

Ccrncepts cf Army Management Cesign, ambiguity
ment relating to crisis management are key issues for cenmsicderaticn in
the cevelcpment of this irvestigaticn. These ccrncepts are the certral

theme in the 1identification of crisis and cptimum-orientecd units fcr

(1]

The research design allcwed the analvsis of the cdififerences 1in

Tission success rates of crisis-tralning-manacement

trzlining-manacgement units. The research
rature with samples being Army hactalil

1ccated at Fort 2lics, Texas

urther stucy and Zdeterminaticn ¢f Missich success rates.

¢n 2rd  squacdron sized

ané Time Manage-

units anc optimum—
. was causal comparative in
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' Leterminaticn of <crisis ang  optimum—training-manageme it
-1 7 oriented units was acccmplishea via a content-validated Training Man-
&gement Perceptions Instrument, The determipec instrument reliability

.: coefficient is .97,

A high relaticnship between key perscnnel lavels of perceived
cricis management and the unit performance evaluations scores (missicn
success) was cbserved. The calculatec r is .54. The units that ver-
ceived themselves as crisis-managatent-oriented had lcwer annual Army
evaluation mean scorzs than ¢id thcse unlts that perceived themselves
to be optimum—-management-criented.

The study irdicates the possibility of centinuilng crroblems in

the ar=as of time manacement ccntrifuting to Crisis managerent. It 1s §
recormended that further studies Te ccnouctsc o further refire the !
tredictive potentlial of the cevelCred instrument ar@ tc Cetter lcen-
¢ tify reasons for units percepticns ©f unit Crisis cr optimur—-manaqe-
ment~crientation.
|
EE
. vi
|
4
L e e - =T RE




RICTLL T TR R, I ST

P .y

il laika-tid Las o

—

H

FREFACE

This stuay is prepared in the interest of tetter uncerstanding
the dynamic and cemplex nature ¢f Army Training Maragement. It 1is
recessary te descrike within this project wmany cencepts in “Army jar-
gon." If the reader is nct familiar with the Army Training Management

system, he 1s strergly enccuraged to  stucy the aefiniticon cf terms

secticn (Chaprer 1} pricr to reading the remaincer cf the text.
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Chagter 1

INTRCCUGCTICN

Thecretical rFormuleticn

Training a ccmkat-ready force is the key issue at all levels
of cammand within the Army. Trainirg for combat readiness is compli-
cated of late by the mccernizaticn of forces and the ccctrinal dispute
as hew tO terter develcp metheds to Teet current ancd anticipated werla
threat gnvircnments. Training responsibilities have been cecentrali-
ized to the tattalion level with the tattalion commarcer cerving as
the unit train.ng manager and nis subcrdinate ccmmancers functicning
as the crimery tralners. The rcattalion comrancer TusSt 1ntertret
assigred missicns and develcp a training tian that car test accomplish
the given task with &the rescurces ard time aveilable. The ccmpany
commarder is respensible for the development of the skills ang mainte-
nance cf these skills for the incdividual soldier and¢ any &sscciated

rews.

C)

Army cfficers are rormally allowed only cne opportunity to
exerclse ccrmand at the cattalion or sguadren level.  Unforturately,
scme cemcat battalion or scuadrcn cocrmanders may  be inexperienced in
the many changes that have cccurred 1n Army management svstems, equip—
ment, and coctrine since their last ccmbat unit experience. By the
time the cemmancer gets nis feet ¢cn  the grcund, his cemmand time may
be essentially over. The unfortunate commarder 1is one who 1s cor—
stantly extinguishin@ fires that apruptly alter his designed plar.

All commanders are evaluated i1n the manner described in an annual

-
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report by Gereral Robert Shcemaker:

Good trainirg is fundamental tc a good unit. It 1s more
than a means ¢f creparing for combat although this is the
final aim. Training is of caramount importance because it is
what the Army does in peacetime. Training is the reans bty
which a unit's chain ¢f command expresses its efficiency,
enthusiasm, innovativeness and its responsiveness to the needs
of the soldiers. (18:48)

fFor whatever reason cited, failure to meet the established

objectives for unit performance ¢ stitute unit failure. The comran-—
cer, ceing uitlmataly resporsiple for everything that the unit dces cr
falls tc do, may perceive svaluaticn as a crisils situveticn. {fcen-
times, actiong ty a higher headguarters to evaluate the readiness cos-
ture of a2 unit resuit 1n the over-reacticn at comgpany anc battalion

level to fcorectall an adverse status report of the unit's true resadi-

ress.

Prcklem Statement

Although Army Regulation (24) provides specific guildelines and
prccedures for the preventien of crisis-management, many Army comman=~
ders are managing training by <risis manaGement methccds that pravent

the accomplishment ¢f assigned missions in cptimal fashicn.

Prcklem Background

The crcklem arises when short notice requirements impact ¢n
already-cianned training activities. The resultant trainirg 1is not
optimized Cecause of schedule conflicts or lack of adecuate training
preparation and executicn time. ften the newly-reguired trainirg 1is

Tut intc an already-fulli schedule with little regard for the previ-

cusly plarnec trainirg. The croblem has attracted the attention of
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the Army leadership, including Army Chief of Staff, General Edwaré C.
Meyer, who in an annual report, stated:

When crganizaticnal activitlies are not undertaken witn a
clear sense c¢f crcder and perspective, thelr zealcus accom—
plishment can prevent minimal progress toward the accamplish-
ment of larger goals. (12:19)

This position 1is further supported by the Army Training and

Doctrine Cemmand Commancer, Gereral Dorald Starry, who states 1n an

arnual rerort, "Half the turculence s c¢reated by headguarters cutslge

of the tattalicn: rthe cther ralf is created oy the ccmmancer himself.”

2

£15:31;

Army Regulaticn 35-1 estarlishes the zreocedures and policies
for all mancgement eficrns within the Army. The procecures, kasec ¢n
the "latest management ccncepts” (24:1), within the regulaticn cut-
line, will ce referred to as the sSptimum-managerent technicue. The
regulation stipulaces that Army cersonnel, wnen glanning any worthy
Tanagement precess, will:

Cevelcp alternate olans in cutlire (24:1) / Cemmunicate
managerent objectives to all levels (24:2) , Concentrate their
time and effort upon changes frem previcusly known situaticns;
URon ceviaticns frem norms; ard upon crcoblems commensurate
with their levels ¢f respensibility. (24:3)

In accordance witn regulation, the tattalion commander should
inccrporate Cptimun-management technicues intc his trailning manacgement
effcrt. The tattaliorn commarder's perception of cptimum-training man-
agement shcoulé be that which he consigers the pest inccrperation of
all existing ard possible mission reguirements constrained by unit
type. .

Sheuld Army unit cemmanders erploy the processes ard policies

crovided ty the regulaticn, 1t 1s conceivacles that crisis training
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management would not be necessary.

Management vs. Leagership

Several reports (6, 13, 16, 22) suppcrt the hypothesis that
the effectiveness of a group is ceontingent upen the tehavior il cocmpe-
terncies of its leaders. In other words, the mcre competent the unit
leacers are in leadershiz and managerial skills, tne mcre effective
the cperaticnal perfcrmance c¢f the unit. Varicus other investigaticns
{9, 10, 20) support the positicr that many organizaticral training
managers seldem have an opportunity € practice training manasgement
skills crior tc their assionment as unit ccmmancers.

It 1s necessary nere to differentiate tne <cecarate precesses
invelved 1n leadership arcé management., In 1971, Aarmy Chief c¢f stafsf,
General westmecreland, estaclished the Boarc for Lvnamic Training which
was ccmmaissioned to investigate the cause for less than cptimal train-
ing within the Army. Two hyrctheses were proposed for investigatiorn,
The first invclved the current state of affairs wichin the Armv ard
the Americen society in general; that was referred tc as the "Vietram
strait Jacket." {23:71) Training was thought ¢t as teing at the bet-
tcm of the prioritles iist with America's invclvement in Vietnam belng
the £irst priority. The secord hypctheses was that the trzining crc-
cesses in the Army were subject tC gress mismanagement. The Ecard
ccrncluded that the army leacership was gullty of mismarnaging training
precesses arnc  reccmmenced that management technigues be investigated
fcr possicle implementaticn intc the Army Training MansgefMent System,
Since the Bcard for Dyramic Training's reccmmerdaticn was made, the

army leadership nas fccuse¢d on the most  current ccncepts in

I
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management., within the last decade, the Army has directed much atten-
tion to manragement principles in the nope of solvirg the Army's train-
ing problems,

It is a gererally held view that the Army believes that a gcoad
manager would be a good leader, or a gooc leader would be a gocd nan-
ager.

For purscses Of this research project, the views of Eennis
will e acceptecd, "There 1s an impcrtant difference tetween leacership
aré management. Many an instituticn is very well managec anc very
pocrly led" (l:42).

The gocc leader, after weigning the alternatives, determines a

n

course cf action to pursue and accemplishes the missicn in cptimum
fashicn. Thereafter, the processes involved 1n the successful accom-
plishment cof the mission reqguire the managerial skills of all cerzens
irvolved. Cecisicns tc mocdify any cutlined course ¢f action &t any
POint require competant leadership.

As stated within the title oI this research project, manage-
ment of a determined training plan anc not the leacership rrocesses

invelved is the lssue under investigaticn.

Anticicated Contrikuticns

92 kesearch

It is anticipated that this research gzrcject will:
1. icentify the differences in cptimum-training management
technigues vs. C¢risis training managjement technicues as they impact cn

unlt missicn succecs.

2. Identify successful prccedures for compilation and gossi-
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technigues are employed in those Army units stationed abrcac but
rather the management technigues overall will differ because c¢f the
rtype of missicns assigned. Therefore, for purposes of this project,
the results will be reported and generalized only for those combat
units stationed at Fort Bliss.

This project will only focus on cembat arms units. The

rationale is cue crimarily to the difference in mission of the combat

arms vs. the support arms within the Army.

2ecympesions
———————t e ——

The following assumpticns are made ccncerning the suklects for
investigaticn:

1. All trainirg manegers are capable of gerceiving a situa-
ticn as teing a crisis-situation {regarcdless c¢f cause).

2. The battalion ccmmancer is consicdered qualifieé as the
tattalion training manager.

3. The unit training marager is free to interpret the needs
¢f his unit prior to formal Army evaluatiorn.

4, The urit tralning maraGer 1s free to0 establish trainirg
programs within nis unit that he perceives “o De necessary.

Cutline cf the Remainder
of tre Thesis

-

Chapter 2 will provide a vprief historical rerspective of
training management within the Army up to the gresent. Additionally,
selected, possible causes o©f crisis-managerent will be discussed to

accuaint the reader with the possible ilmplicaticns of unchecked cri-

sis-management.

2t Ll
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Crhapter 2 will discuss the specific methodology glanned within

this project:

Chapter 4 will prcvice the findings based cn availatble data.

il

Chapter 5 will provide conclusions and appropriate recommenda-

ticns.

IR

Cefiniticn of Terms

Annual Gereral Inspection (AGI): An inspection conducted usu-

| ally oy a civision heacguarters cr higher authcrity to determire if
ne lnspected unit is in compliance with established requlaticn.  The :
results of the inspection are usually interpreted as the unit's state

of readiness.

Army Training and Evaluaticn 2regram (ARTEPR): An evaluation

designed to determire the ccmiat reacdiress of an Army unit based on

the unit's ability to perform the established cbiectives within the z

ARTEP. The evaluation is of the unit's tactical ability. |
Battalion: This is limited to a combat arms tattalicn in the

centext ¢f  this proiect. Tre ©tattalion is normally crganized with

[5))

ive

tn

ubordinate ccmpanies, with the perscnnel strength rarging frem

SOt

'
o]

700 mern. The assigrned equipment tyres ars deperdent cn the
mission of the battalicn. The kbattalicn 1is usually subordinate tC a
crigade headcuarters,

Eatterv: This 15 a subcrdinate unit to the artillerv angd air
—————— -

e

defense artillery cattalion units. Assigned perscnnel strengths may

vary frem 70 to 120 men.

T r[m‘m' L

Cavalry: This 1is an armored unit that 1s responsible fcr
—————————n

reccnnaisarce, eccreomy of force cperaticns ané any cther missions that
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may be assigned. The per: _rnel strengths ana types of equipment vary
according to the organizaticn of the headguarters to which it's
assigned.

Ccmbat Arms: These are units whose primary mission is to meet
with hostile forces. These are described as infantry, armecr, artil-
lery and air defense artillery branches cf the Armv.

Ccmpany: This is limltec to subcrdinate units cf infantry or
armor units in  the context of thls gzroject. Assigred perscnrel
strengtn may vary frcem 70 to 14C mern.

Crisis Management: This is a process with which an crganiza-

tion's leaders resolve a ¢risis situatiorn, It is generally accepted

that the c¢ontinued management of a situaticon 1n a4 perceived crisis

<>

envircrivent will result in less trhan the desired outccme. (a1, 1o, 17;

Crisis Situation: This is when short-notice, acddéiticnal ccm-

Ticments are pliaced on an organizaticn's already full schedule. The
cemmidnerts have not teen planned for nor prepared for. There 1is gen-
erally nc opportunity for the unit tc reguest reccnsideration of the
imposition,

Missiorn: This is an cblective descriked in general terms.

Mission Success: This is the accomplishment of an assigred

cbjective in the most econcmical anc efficient metncd cessikle given
the situatioral variables.

Cptinum Management: This 1z managemerit which is 1n accorc

with the prccecdures and tolicies established in U.S. Army regulation

-
=i

Physical Training (B.T.): This is chysical conditioning.

b
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Chapter 2

BACKGRCUND CF STULY

Historical Perspectives on
Army Trainilrg Management

The Training Management system in effect in the Army today has
its rocots in the investicaticns anéd reccmmencations made in 1971 cy
the Boarc for Zyramic Trainirg during the tenure cr Gereral westrncra-
lar¢ as the Army Chief ¢f Staff. The fcllewing twe nyrpeothetical situ-
atilcns were the tasis fcr the tcarc lnvestigaticn (22):

The state of trairing was the <ffect of the American
irvelvement in Vietnam. It was kelievec that <Ccmpeny CE£fi-
cers, prctakly many gattallon Staff Cfficers and scre Batta-
licn Commarcers werse urpregarec ty schecling or exceriernce Ior
service in a peacetime Army. (23 / Training is a low crior-
ity, uncer-rescurced, &cCtivity in tactical units ardé of cuei-
ity reflectirg the command sSuppcert 1t receives, (22:18)
....hismanagement.

The Board for Dyramic Training (23) repcrted ftre training man-

agement preblems to e time (lack of), doctrinre (complex), eguitmert
scphistication, equipment density, mainternance, headguarters over-
strength, and diversicrary missions. A&cditicnally the Ecarg reported:

e (The Commander) is the victim of & paracox; maintaln
unlc reaciness orn the cre nanc, ané cn the cther make effort
avaliable tec gay +tc day activities and déc weil or the things
measured. (23:71) / Unit Ccomnanders are often asked arc
expected tc co the impcssibie...ro De cambat readv, while pos-
sessing neither encugh men, ncr the approtriate state ¢f irdi-
vidual or team trainirg. Cembat £failures tc stipulate cther
gcals have frecuently created an environment for false readi-
ress reporting, cr at least nigh frustraticn amcrg mempers cf
units who Xnow that they ¢c not ceserve to be labeled combat
ready, anc ars unlikely to hecome 350 no matter hew hard they
try.  (23:188)

Army rank levels were

trainirg management su
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substantially confident of the motivaticn and guality of unit leaders
and commanders. The report further stated that there was 1o universal
suppost for the proposition that these leaders and ccommancers were
basically lacking in ability.

The proklem was, therefore, viewed as training mismanagement.
Army efforts, chereafter, were to develop new training mansgement sys-

tems. The last cecade ha

m

witnessed major reviscn cf most training
Tanacement ccCtrine, trainlng meregement, lizerature, and trairing
metr.occicgy.

The zrcelems of trainine micsmaragement in the Armv were still
evident in the Army during 1577 when it was reperted that trainisg
greblems  in the th Infantry Civision were the result ¢f leacer-
ship/management lnadeguacies, Time ttraining tire arnc cdetails) zard
turtulence (those activicies <hat remcve men from fraining). {z0:A
39)

Tre Nature of army
Maracement

Army Managemert Ccctrine is outlined in Army Regulaticn 3-1.
The regulation's purpose is tc "previde guidance for Army (cmmercers
ard Staff Cfficers 1n develcping, initisting, rerfecting, and evaluat-
irg ccmmard ancd crganizational procecdures ard svstems." (24:1) The
menzgement grccess 1s outlined in five functional areas. Ffor purposes
cf this prciect, the functicnal zreas are listed with wnat are censic-~

ered critical elements:

Fianning: Cevelep zalternaze nlans in ontlire.  (24:1)
e — - -

Crcanizing: Select and assign appropriate perscnnel and
otner rcesources to accemriish the functicns, (24:2]




Cirecting: Issve tumely instructions Lncluding when,
where, and by whcm each task 1is te be campleted, and ilnsure
these instructions are groperly uncderstcod, (24:2)

Cecrdinating: Crcss-train  subcréinates and keep taem
informed as tc the cbljective., (24:2)

Centrolling: Take craompt ccrrective acticn tc tring per-
formance up to stancard, and,or adjust norms. {24:2)

Additicrally the regulation cutlires manacement wvclicies

astablished to contritute to the effective accemplishment of the mis-

sicn., 7Thcse pelicies crizical to this research are:

Ckiecrives: Manacament C<ilectives must e clearly stated,
attaineble, ana make efficient use ¢f avallakle rescurces,
Cbjectives shoulc be ccrmunicatec to all levels. A signifi-

art variaticn ir rasources reculires :timely review and Dossi-
cle adjustment ¢f manegefment ctiectives, oliciss, rganiza-
ticn, functicns, 3vstems, “ricrities, anc rescurce allecaticn
TO assure coptimum calance in acsemslishirg the missicn, (24:2)

Mehagefent. Ly Zaceprticn: Tiute and effort of thuose wio
rTanage should ce ccncentrated cper. changes frem  greviously
Kncwn  sittaticns....upen  cdeviaticrns frem norms....and oEen
grecblems  commensurate with their lsvels ¢f respernsibility.
(24:3;

Clearly, if fcllowed, the raguiaticn outlines & cuide that
wi.l prevent a commancer or staffi cofficer from perceiving a situaticn
as a crisis, 7The doctrine supperts, in wolicy anc crocecure, the con-
cept of "rcutire" &s cdescrined by Lrucker:

A Crisis that occurs a secocnd time Is 2 Crisis that must
ROt CCCUr again. / A racurring crisis snculd nave aiwavs oeen
foreseen. It can, thereicre, elther be grevented cor recuced
tc a rcutine which clerks can manege. The detfinition of a
rcutire is that it makes unskillec¢ pecrle withcut Juccment
capable of coirg what it ICCk rear—=genius tc cc cefore; for a
routire 2uts ccwn in svstematic, Step by step ferm what a very
aple man learned :in  surmounting vestercay's crisis. /  The
recurrent crisis 1s not confired toc the lcwer levels cof an
crganization. It & 5 everycne. (5:40)

The cuesticn Of trainirg managemernt responsibilitles is per-

izted tO the Army's

rn

haps the mcst zerglexing groclem that nas o ce
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current concept of management. 7The battalion or squadror commancer 1s

identified ty Cerartment of the Army Training Circular (21-5-7) as the
training manager. Yet when ore censiders thie concepts ¢f management
authority as described by Drucker, it 1s difficult to identify th

Army Training Management Mocel as ccemparaple. The pattalion training
manager would best fit the descripticn of the firing line manager that
Crucker cdescripes in the folleowing cassages:

The managers on the firing iine have the basic manaGement
jocs....tie cres on whose performance everything 2lse ulti-
rately rests. Seen this way the jcbs cf higher management are
iarivative, are, 1in the last analysis, aimed at helping tne
Ziring lirne manager ¢c nis jck. / The firing lire manager
chculd nect be expected te make decisicns which he canrnct make.

A Tan resronsible for immediate cgeriormance does not nave the
time, for instarce, tc make lorg-range <ecisicns. (4:416)

The cynamic envirorment of the Army bettalion is funcdamentally
cifferent frcm rhe envircrment corceived by Crucker in his develcoment
of the manacer's authority. The immediate possibility of change
reguires that the "firing line" manager make long-range Fplanc ard,
further, polan for Jdeviaticn from the regulatiocn ncrms. This cculd
possibly corntribute to the training marager's and his staff's percep—
tion of a situatior as crisis in nature.

Althcugn Army regulaticrs o ot necessarily adhere to al:l
management <concepts rormally accepted within the american Gusiness
society, it cdoes seem tc provicde a guide fer the develcpment <f
efficient practices within the army.

General Nature cf Crisis
Manacement

Wnile 1t 1s rot the intent of this projact tc analyze the

underlying stress factcers in the gercepticn of crisis, it will discuss
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management techniques that may contribute to the perception of a situ-
ation as beinc a crisis, The mpst comprehensive work thet has been
reviewed is that which was prepared by Shapirc ané Gilbert for the
Qffice of the Naval Reserve. (17) Contained within the work are numr-
erous references to research conducted on various factorg considered
in the management of crisis situations. This study will focus on the
influence of time and ambiguity in e crisis situation, because ¢f the
ease of observation affcrded at the unit level and because the optimum
training managemnent methods described tend to focus on the management
cf these two factors.
The greater the stress, the less the akility of the indi-
vidual tc tclerate ambiauisy In the environment. (17) /

Related to the loss in the comglexity cf cognitive processes
under stress is a loss in the ability of the individual tc

cope with an ambiguous environment. There is likely to be
much more ampiguity in éynamic and compiex enviror =~ .s € 9
in static and simple environments. (27:234)

A crisis, of course, is characterizec¢ 5v the ¢'nanic and
complex nature of the environment, resultinc in ambiguity of
information. As the stress increases in & crisis, the deci-
sion maker is less able to tolerate this ambiguity. (22:179)

Intclierance cf ambiguity leads tc e response Lo a stimulus
before adequate information is availatble £for the correct res-
ponse. (17 / When an individual cannot tolerate the ambiguity
cf the information he is receiving, he rushes tc formulate a
respense and theredy bring closure to the situation. (29:179)
Once he has responded, he no longer hes <to deal with the
ambiguous envircmment. The problem is that this response is
made before adeyuate informatior is received that would ade~
guately define the situation. The result 1is likely tc be an
incorrect response. (17:21, Z22)

The nature of the Army battalion is definitely dynanic end
complex., The diversity of mission assignments possible provide the

battalior training manager and his subordinates the ambiguous environ-

ment discussed by Shapirc an? Gilbert:
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The greater the stress, the more distorted the percepticn
of time. ,/ A crisis is, by cdefinition, a situation of short
decision time. There is strong pressure to make a Juick res-
ponse. As if this were not proklem enough, what happens is
thet in a stressful situation the cecision~maker's perceptions
of time are distorted 1in the direction that aggravate time
pressure. That is, decision makers tend to cverestimate the
amount of time that has passed in a crisis. Thus time pres-
sure becomes a highly salient factcr in the <crisis decisicn
making process. (28:14) A circular process arises: because of
the surgrise and the threat of a crisis, as well as the use of
of such technicues as ultimata, there is great time pressure
that leads to stress. This stress, 1in turn, causes distor-
tions 1n the perceptions of the passage ¢f time, in an overes-
timated direction, thus further heightering the time gressure.
/ The greater the stress, the greater the tendency to make a
premature choice of alternatives tefore adecuate informaticn
is available for a corract respcnse. The greater the time
pressure, the poorer or more incorrect the choice of alterna-
tives. (17:24,32, 33,36)

The prcpositicns as stated by Shapirc and Gilbert, supperted
by the cited research, are descriptive cf those problems inherent to
the training management system within the Army as descrited in this
project. The Gereral ccmments made about the cerrectness of response

and time pressure can be directly associated with mission success.

Fossible Implications of

Crisis Management

If a situation is perceived as a crisis, what will possibly
result is less than the best decision for a given situation. (17) The
long term effect of contirued crisis-management may be a <decline in

the missicn success rate of a unit.
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Chapter 2

METHODOLOGY

Descrirtion of Research

MethodologU_

The research desian analyzed the cdifferences in mission suc-
cess rates between crisis-management and optimum—training management
units. Units icdentified for study were categorized by the style of
training management the unit leadership perceived tc be dominant., The

tated hypotheses were tested using causal comparative methods to com—
pare identified effects of optimum and crisis-training management upon
inspection scores, normally sScheduied ané unannounced, for the previ-
ous training vyear. As available, the following unit performance
scores were used to compare units perceiving themselves to be crisis
or optimum~trzining~management-oriented: (1) Annual general inspec-
tion scores for tr=ining operations, nuclear biological chemical
defense treining incpections, supply operations and maintenance opera-

tions; (2 Weapons qualification average scores (to include both indi-

[

i

wn

vidual and crew served weayons); (2} Ski cualification test average
(battalion average); (4) Pnhysical training score (battalion average);
{3} Army training and evaluation program ratings; (6) Number of AWOL
personnel within last year.

tatement of Hypotheses
ir Statistical Form

HO
-h.

Ml egual to M2
Ml not equal to Mz

g
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It is given that Ml is the perceived crisis-~training manage-

j“ .-

ment camposite performance mean; M2 is the perceived optimum training

o A Ll d -

management composite performance mean.

T

—- The hypotheses were tested to determine if dJdifferences exist
in crisis and optimum-management oriented units. The hypotheses were

further tested to determine where the differences were.

Populaticn and Samcle Selecticn

United States Army ccmbat arms units ¢f cattalicn and sguadren :

size were aralyzed as available frcm the Foert Bliss Military Recerva-
tion (requests for research assistance were also sent to the Chiefs of
Staff at Fort Polk, Louisianna, Fert Carscn, Colorade, and Fort Hood,
Texas) .
Initial coordinaticn requestirg permission to conduct the ana-
E lysis at Fert Bliss was made with:
Chief cf Staff
USAADCEN and Ft Bliss

Fort Blizs, Texas

Cnce granted permission to ccordinate with tenant units,

il

further cocrdination was effected with the 3ré Armored Cevalry Regi-
ment, the llth Air Defense Artiliery Group, and The Schcol Erigace.
All combat arms units ¢n the Fort Bliss Military Reservation
were surveyed using the instrumernt indentified in Appendix A. The
instrumer+ wac administered to (as available) 20 individuals per unit.
At a minimum the instrument was administered to the battalion ccmman-
: der, his staff, and subordinate commanders or their representatives.

The unit sergeant major, first sergeants and staff non-commissioned 2

cfficers were also crovided an instrument tfor completicn. Units were
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identified as displaying either crisis-training management or optimum~
training management tendencies based on their responses to the instru~
ment . Th_ units that displayed the strcngest crisis-training manage-~
ment tendencies were further evaluated as to crisis-dependent
variacles. The units that displayed the strongest optimum-training
management tendencies were further evaluvated as to optimum—dependent

varlables.

Instrument Cescriptior.

Since there is no instrument currently available for the mea-
surement cf crisis-management within a training combat unit, an
instrument was formulated to questicn the leadership of units about
their perceptions of how the training is managed (see Appendix A, rcage
62).

The instrument consists of 22 egually weighted cuestiorns. The
questions are desigred to determine the amcunt of <risis management
that the respordent perceivres to cccur within the unit he is ascigred
to. Questions were answeread using a Likert type scale (1 to 7} with
the inaividual marking his responses and any conmments that he may have
on the instrument itself. By design, a lcw score on the training man-
agement perceptions instrument is indicative of 23 perceived crisis
situaticn, whereas a high score indicates an optimur-maragement Situa-
tion.

The units are identified as either optimum-training-manzge-
ment-oriented units or crisis-traini.g-marnagement-oriented units based
crn the totaled ard averaged scores of the completel guestionnaires

frem the units. Justificaticn of instrument items are provided in
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Appendix B.
Instrument validity and reliability comments contained 1in

Appendix C.

Frecedure
1. Cbtain permission to conduct the research and list the
units to participate.

2, Establish validity anc¢ reliability fcr Llnstrumert (Appen-

dix C).

3. Administer the instrument to the participants identified.

4. Campute the mean score per unit and tcetal mean fcr the
surveyed units.

S. Cetermine the placement of unit sccres as plottea 1in a
histogram fashion.

6. Iderntify the units that scored in the extremes of the dis-
tribution of crisis and cptimum-management—criented units.

7. Determine if the perceptions cf the twc grcups are equal
using an analysis of variance technigue.

8. Cetermine if the calculated F value is significant at the
.05 level.

9. Cbtain permission frcm the unit to review data on the fol-
icwing standardé army evaluations to obtain scores <for comparison
between crisis-training-management and optimum-training-management
techriiques (nurerical cscores for the fcllowing should be observed for
the last training year)

a. AKTEP rating

b. P.T. zccre (BN ave)

B el Sy 1 A 1
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C. AGI scores:
Training Manzgement
NBC defense
Supply operations
Maintenance operations
d. Weapons qualification (BN ave)
Individual weapon
Crew Served weapon
€. SCT score |(EN ave)
h. AWOL rate {BN total for last year)

1€. Compare the data %o determine if there are any trencs
apparent within the icdentified groups.

1l1. CUsing the variables 1listed above, compare performance
scores between the crisis ard optimum—management-criented units using
an analysis of variance test of significarca.

12, Cecnsicer the following additicnal questions:

a. Are there differences in cfficer's and nco's per-

b. who can better predict unit evaluation sccres
based on their percepticns of the unit?

¢. Are there differences in perceptions for thcse
cfficers assigned to crisis-management-oriented units as ccm-
pared to optimum-management-criented units?

d. Are there differences 1in perceptions £for those
nco's assigned to crisis-management-oriented units as ccmpared

to optimum-management-criented units?
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e, Are there differences in respondent perceptions cf
time management, ambiguity znd ermy maragement?
13. Report findings and conclusions btased on total unit cbser-

vations.

Deca Collection and

Recording

Collection of <data using the training management percegticns
instrument was dene in groups when possible. If it was not possible
to acminister the instrument %0 an asserblec group, then it was neces-
sary tc search out the indivicdual work areas of those desired for com—
ment. The administration of the instrument was done in a ron-threat-
ening marner while taking precautions rot to bPtias the respondent
{i.e., exanples as Lc what zrisis-management is, in the cpinicn of the
instrurent acministrator, were nct given). The instrument was nct
taken nome or elsewnere to ccmplete in the interest of time ccnserva-
tion and clarification of possible questions. Arrangements for the
collection of data pricr to the arrival of the instrumént administra-
tor were made,

The units identified fcr further research as either a crisis
or optimum-management unit wera not told that they were members of
either greuping. Ccordination with the units desired for further
research was done as sccn as possible in order to allew the reguired
cdata ccllection from the units' training files.

The individual respcnses have been reccrded on the training

ranagement perceptions instrument forms. As the unit was surveyed,

the ccmpleted focrms were gplaced in  identifying envelopes in case
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further research was necessary.

] The performance evaluaticn data (mission success) for the unit j
% were recorded on the feorm described in Apoendix D. Agair. the datz *f
| were placed in identifyinc envelopes for 1identification if further :

research was necessary. i
Daté Processing and f-
Anzlvsis
Descriptive statistical methods were used initially to 7;
establish these units that were to be further analyzed as crisgisz-ané '
crtimum-managmnent-oriented units. :
The data was processed with the crisis-training-manajzement-~
oriente¢ wunits and the optimur‘trainino-management-oriented units -
being the dependent variables. The independent variakles were the 3
scores provided for annual evaluations that the unit has to partici-
e pate in, i.e.,, AGI, ARTEP, etc.. 75

Tests for significant cifferences were performed where neceg-
sary using & one way analysis of variance. When necessary, & pre-
tectec comparison (LSC) of the independent variable means was con-
ducted to determine where differences lay.

Regression analysis was used to determine correlation coeffi-
cients for the developed training managenent perceptions instrument
anc precictive potential of officers and nco's responses on the trein-
ing management perceptions instrument to their assigned unit perfor-

mance evaluation scores (AGI, ARTLE, etc.).

Mcthadelaaical 2

i [ ey =

t—

t 1is assumed that the population model was normally,
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independently distributed with a commen mean and a common variance.

It is assumed that the items on the training management per-

ceptions instrument were answered nonestly, without fear of coercion
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or reprisal.
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3 Methodological Limitations

L

The primary limitation c¢f this project is that the conmstruct
of the rtraining managemert percections instrument was relatively

untried. The classificaticr of units into either the crigis-training-

T A A

management or octimum—training-management group iz dependent on the
perceptions of the individuals surveyed within the unit. This, how-
ever, was the only methcd ethically available to the regearcher.

AS stated previcusly, the study is limited to characteristics

cf eleven U.S. Army units at fort Bliss. It woulG Dbe inccrrect co
attempt to gereralize the firdings to the entire Unitec States Army.

The study is desigred tc dstermine i:f there is a difference in
crisis-trainirg-management and optimum~training -maragement techni-
ques. The study does nct attempt to prcvide analysis of the "why's"
of crisis or cptimum~training-management but rather to observe the
missicn success rate of both types cf unit crientations.

This sample study is limited tc ten units. If it wera possi-
tle tc obtain a larcer sample, from more than just one army post, the

results woulé have been easier to interpret and tec gereralize. |

Chrorology

1. Propesal to faculty advisor 14 Jan., 1580;

2. Ccordinate with appropriate agencies for the aaministra-
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tion of the instrument during the week of 28 Jan.~ 1 Feb., 198¢;

LY

3. Treining management perception instruments administered to
urits identifiec by the appropriate post headouarters cduring the time
perio¢ March 28 - March Ii;

4. Collect comparative evaluation results during the time

5. Date analysis completed no later thar Junhe 1;

G. Thesis preparation: By June 1 to June :0;

-

o

1

? Thesis finzlized no later thar June 1

¢

8. Thesis presentation no later than June 23;
©. Thesis defense: By July Z.
Samrle Units for Instrument

Completion, Study and
Ra2liability Determination

Units for admiristration ¢f instrument anc further study:
Third Armorecd Cavalry Reciment

Point of contact: Mej. Starr ph., 568-7198/71Z3

First Squadron

Second Sguadron

Third Squadron

1lth Air Defense Artillery Group

Peint of contact: Lte. Smith ph. 568-5624,/4428
1/7 ADA (HAWK)

1/65 ADA (HAWK)

2/55 ADA (HAWK)

2/52 ARD& (HAWK)

ey ‘""'"'3‘"""_'""‘."”n”""’”"‘""‘”‘\'ﬂ""""‘Tﬂlw1mn4%u”m|wﬂﬂwﬂmmeﬂlvmwrmywu.'llm-q‘ U g e
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' 2/57 ALA (HAWK)

1 -

The School Brigade
Point of contact: Cpt. Reinke gh. 568-3917,/1007
4/1 ALA (C/V)

1/55 AZA (C/V)

Instrurent Reliability:

Cnited States Sergeant's Major Academy
Biggs Field

Fort Bliss, Texas

Point of contact: Sgm. Wilkite ph. 563-8109
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Chapter {

ANALYSIS CF THE CATA

Analysis of Training Management

Perceptlions [nstrument

The Training Maragement Percepticns Instrument was Jdevelsped
tc Jain insight from invelved xey personnei  in the function of a hat-
talion sized combat arms unit. The items listed wi*in the instriment
were Zesignad to measure the perceived degree of time maragement, oon-
cepts of Army management emplcyed by the unit and the degree of
arbiguity the respondent perceives to occur within the unit of hils
surrent assignment,

The instrument reliability was estaklished using a test -
retest nmethod of determiraticn. Itpartial senior non - commissioned
offFicers from the United States Sergeant's Major Acacdemy (Bigas Fleld,
Port Bliss Texas) were administersd the instrument. Three days were
allowed between the first and second administraticns of the instru-
ment. The reliability coefficient was cetermined o he .3932 (see
Takle 1, page Z28)

The instrument validity was Zirst addressec oy the panel of
experts listed in Aprendix C. The instrument has deen further vali-
dated in =the conduct of this groject, The high correlation of the
respondents perceptions and +he unit periommance evaluation scores
further validates the instrument developed ifor this proliect {see Table

14 T"Reqgression Aralysis of Unit Percepticns c¢n Unit Performance”,

page: 4%)
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Table 1 : Regression Analysiz of Test - Retest Responses for

Training Management Percepticng Instrument Reliebility

Cetermination
X axis = First Response Set { individual sum scores )
Y axis = Second Response Set { individual sum sceres )
Responses
Plot {sum considered)
180 Y X
1 T I I 1 I T 110 92
) I ! I [ ! I ! 45 48
140! | i ! i : ol 38 75
| | i ! I | : I 35 63
| ! i i i i ! i §9 32
1200 | I | I | | £ 109 118
| i | I I | I I 89 95
I I | e | ci | | 89 §9
160, | I I I ! | | 13° 149
i I | I ! i | I 56 43
Y | I i loo ¢l I | I 65 €1
801 i I | I I I |
I ! | | ! | I I
| i ol | i | I I
60| | I i i | i !
| o lool I | I !
| | i | I ! i !
401 e | i I ! I I
/ i I i l I i I
/ | I | I | I I
0ol_//_1 f ! I | |
G0 4C 60 80 1.0 120 140 160
X
L eiieteescesnernannaaonanas .9661
Intercert. . ieiieerenranas 9.504S
T Ceeciaean 12
SUl Xevueroononnanna 911
Sum X SQ.ievieenvenensaass 85223
SUM Yeruoreoronnrerennonas 904
SUM Y SGeveenrennannnneans 28284
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Characteristics of Surveyed
nits

All combat units on the Fort Bliss Military Reservation were
surveyed for key personnel's perceptions of the training-management-
techniques they perceived to te dominant in their currently assigned
unit. The units participating in the survey are listed in Chapter 1.
The units listed will not e identified for the remainder of this
rerort ané no further reference will be made to specific units,

All units surveyed con the Fort 2liss Military Reservation were
raspensibie for meeting any assidned post training support reguire-
ments as well as maintainirg their level of combat readiness. All
training support requirements were distributed equally to the units
(based on the reaquired training suppert) by a post <central tasking
agency.

Most officers surveyed were Iin the unit for one vyear or less
while the nrco's were evenly distributed on the time referenced "3
months to 24 months” in the unit.

The tctal officer mean score is lower than the total nco mean
score on the trainirg management perceptions instriment.

when tested using a one-way ACV with alpha at .35, the mean
scores for cfficers, tased on time in unit, were not significantly
different, The same held true for the nco perception mean scores.

The data provided cn Table 2 (page 30) describes the total
sample taken at the Fort Bliss Military Reservation. The data are
described by mean scores for officer and non - commissioned cfficer

respancdents on the training management perceptions instrument.
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Table 2 : Sample Characteristics f£cr Instrument
Administraticn

§
£
§
E !
R i

Total Units Surveyed....vververvssresssceeess 10
Total Personnel Surveyed...ieeeceessesssnsasss 19€
Total Officers Surveyed....vveevsseoscnssnses 199
Total NCO's Surveyed..se.iseseesescossocaaess 31
Mean Time in Unit ( Officers )..v.vveeeeessss 11.3 months
Mean Time in Unit ( NCO'S ).iveeeseeessaeraess 13,4 months

Mean Score ( consicering all uUnitsS J.eveeveens 4,54
Officer MEAN SCOIrB....uiierenrcecacnscnanns vee 4.36
NCO Mean SCOIS.cicteaneaaceconnnanns et cecaans 4.78

Qfficer and NCC Mean Scores on Perception
Instrument Based on Time in Unit:
Considering Cfficer Responses:

Number of Cfficers Per Category:
3mo. 6mo . S9me. 12mo. 1Smo. 18mo. 21lmo. 24mo.

i8 26 15 14 Q = 5 15

Mean Cfficer Response Score per Category:
3mo. tmo., 2me. 12me. 1Smo. 13mo. 2lmo. 24mo.

3.83 3,88 4.6 3,57 3.78 4.49

L)
-

(92
Q
[l &Y
.

Q
0

{ Considering Non-Commissioned Cfficer Responses:

Number of Non-Commissioned Cfficers per Category:
Jmo. 6&mo. 9mo. 12mo. 15me. 18mo. 2lmo. 24mo.

6 14 11 12 13 7 5 13

Mean NCC Response 3core per Category:
3mo. smo.  9mo. 12mo. 1Smo. 13mo. 2lmo. Z4mo.

4.59 4.64 3.91 4.58 4,38 4.14 4.8 3.32
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Responcdent Perceptions on

the Training Management
Perceptions Instrument

The mean scores for the training management perceptions
instrument responses are reported in adjusted form. The adjusted
score was derived by multiplying the raw score by ,1428%, The
adiusted score is used for ease of calculation and comparison of data.

The unit mean petception scores are listed in Table 3 (page
32). Table 3 identifies officer and ncc mean scores per unit as well
as the unit mean scecre. It is interesting to note that the lower unit
mean scores had a smaller variance than did the upper unit mean
scores. This aspect will ke addressed later in this report (Tables &
through 18, pages 36,37,38,39,48).

The adiusted scores, when plotted on a frequency distribution,
are skewed slightly toward the optimum. There was, however, a suffi-
cient break in the score distribution to identify five units as cri-
sis-management-oriented and five units as optimum-management-oriented
based on the perception mean scores proviced ( see Table 4, page 33).

It was determined that there 1is a significant difference in
the perception mean scores for those units identified as crisis-man-
agement~ oriented when compared to those units identified as optimum-
management -oriented. (see Table 5, page 34)

The classification of optimum and crisis-management wunits is
made for purposes of this study only. The small sample size required
all units for comparisons. If a larger sample size were availlable,
only the extremes of the mean score distribution tor perceptions would

have been consicdered for comparison.



Listing of Unit Perception Mean Scores

Unit Mean ( raw ) unit mean ( adjusted ) %
- Grand Mean..........4.54114818.......0auu... .6487 5
1. Unit ( 1) Mean......4.45227200.............. .5360 |
Officer Mean........4.40000080....,...00.0.. .6286 4
NonCom Mean.........4.52200000.....c.00evee. 6457 3
E 2. Unit ( 2) Mean......4.44545300....... eeenan .6351 2
Cfficer Mean........4.27777778. . vivevnnn.n. L6111 i
NenCom Mear..e.evss. 4.5813181%, .00t crases D545 ]
3. Unit ( 3) Mean......4.41135380.....000000.0e G302 i
Cfficer Mean........4.26263636.c.0c0vuesness. 6091 :
1 NonCom Mean......... 4.56666667unnnunnnn-n. . .6524 .
El
4. Unit ( 4) Mean...... 3.67612600 0 0rtnnennnn. . .5252 i
: Qfficer Mean........ 3.64444444. ... vl .5266 E
E NonCom Mean.........3.72857143......... ceev. 25327 i
‘ S. Unit ( S) Mean......4.82138980............. . .5744  :
Cfficer Mean........3.92222222. 000 evnnnnnn. .5623 3
NonCom Mean......... 4.15000C00 . ceiianaanenss 05922 E
6. Unit ( 6) Mean......4.94834700. .0, 0uuen.e.. 7060 ;
Officer Mean........4.59285714 . vvvvevvencass 0561 E
NonCom Mean......... 5.57502000 .. s iierennanns .7964 :
! 7. Unit { 7) Mean......4.70454580..00.uenenne.. 6721 !i
: Officer Mean....... .4.33846153 00t iininnnnnn .6198 3
i NONCOM MEaN. s eeeess5.237142857 civnrnenrenees 7673 :
§. Unit ( 8) Mean...... 4.67045400. ... 0iernnn.. 6672 5
Qfficer Mean..,.,.....4.5181318l.. ... ceuveva. .6455 :
NonCom Mean........s5.02000000 0 verecnrcecae o717 :
9. Unit { 9) Mean......4.35354430.......... vee. 45935 |
Qfficer Mean..... e eed 57000000 .0 e eeenes.. 0529 .
NonCom Meari........ .5.18000008. ... .0uun.... . 7480 i

12, Urit (19) Mean......4.98325300. .0 ceveeeeeaes +7119
Cfficer Mean....... A 79232769 e ittt .5846
NONCOM MeAN .. et ta0eaded.600665 .00 enecnennee 7738

Ty AN
[, P

Adjustment term = L
Mean scores adjusted

~

or ease in ccmparison




Takle 4

Cescriptive Statistics for Unit Perception Mean
Scores { using adjusted scores )

X axis = Unit Perception Scores
Y axis = Fregquency
Frequency Distribution unit scores
{ expressed to
nearest .00 )
.64
5 | .64
4 i .63
y 3 .52
2 X X X .57
1| X X XX XXX .71
0 1_s/_I i | ! | ! ! .67
0 .5 .55 .60 .65 .70 .75 .80 .67
A .68
.71
Nevesonan Ceteeeaanes . 10
MEaAN .t esearsensencenanans .65
Stancard Deviation........ .059
MaXimm. . vevrienveennncenns .71
Minimum,....... eeceansues .32
RANGE . eesoesanenornscoans .19
Median.,  voeeeisccnncncnsons .62
MOde..ieevereaerannns ceeas .71, .64, .67

For purpcses of this report, these

five units that have

the highest adjusted scores on the ccmpletion of the

training management perceptions instrument will be identified

as units that are optimummanagement-oriented.

Those five tnits that have the lowest cercentage scores in
the completion of the training management perceptions
Instrument will be identified as units that are crisis-

management-oriented.

All comparisons of units will ce made considering the scores
provided by the units cn the training management percepticns
instrument.
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Table 5 : Analysis of Variance for Training-Management-
Perceptions in Identified Crisis-and Optimum-Management-
Crientea Units

Question: Are training management perceptions equal in the
perceived-crisis-management units and the perceived-
optimum-management~oriented units?

Hypotheses:
HO: M1l=M2
HA: Ml not = M2

Unit Percepticn Scores

Crisis Cptimum
4.02138 4.67045 Corr. term: 204.0125098
3.67614 4.94835 X.. : 45,167744
4.45227 4.98325 X sa.. 205.5617341
4.44545 4.85454
4.41136 4,70455
21.,006604 24.1614

ACV
Source CF sS MS F
Corr. Tot. 9 1.5492243
Tres. 1 .9951068 .9951098 14.36684729
Error 8 .5541145 .069264313

Calculated F is significant at .05

There is a significant difference in perceptions between
those units that perceive themselves as crisis-management-
oriented and those units that perceive themselves to be
optimumn-management-oriented.
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Cfficer and NCO Responses

on the Training Management
Perceptions Instrument

The mean scores for the officers' perceptions are signifi-
cantly different from the nco's in optimummanagement-oriented units,
while there is no significant difference in officer and nco perception
mean scores in those units identified as crisis-management-oriented (
see Tables 6,7,8 pages 3€,37,38). The difference in the perceptions
may be due to different involvements of officers and nco's in the
units' training management efforts. Unfortunately, this researcher
was not able to observe the respondents in training planning or other
training-management efforts. The instrument was not designed to mea-
sure respondent involvement in the training menagement.

There is a significant difference in perception mean scores
for officers assigned tc identified crisis-management-oriented units
when compared to mean scores for officers assigned to identified opti-
mum~management- oriented units. However, Decause the calculated P
value was very close to the Tabled F value, this point should be con-
sidered for further study. There is a significant difference in the
perception mean scores for nco's assigned to optimun-management-
oriented units when compared to nco's assigned to crisis-ranagement-
oriented units (see Tables 9 and 19, pages 39,48).

The cdifferences in the unit perception mean scores are not due
to unit officers scoring lower or unit nco's scoring higher on the
training management perceptions instrument. The ordering of units
into optimumand crisis-management-oriented categories would not

change if only officer scores or only nco scores were considered.
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Table 6 : Analysis of Variance for Officer and NCO Scores on
The Training Management Perceptions Instrument
{ all units considered )

Cuestion: Is there a difference in officer and nco scores
on the training management perceptions lnstrument?

Hypotheses:

BC: Ml=M2
HA: Ml is not = M2

Unit Percepticn Scores

Cfficer NCO
4.57 5.16 Corr. term: 417.972245
4,3385 5.3714 X.. ! 61.43
4,5929 5.575 X sa.. : 423.3928985
4.7923 5.4167
4.5182 5.02
3.9222 4.15
3.7285 3.6444
4.,2636 4,5667
4.,2778 4.5818
4.4 4.52
43.404 48.02€

ACV
Source CF sS M3 F
Corr. Tot. 19 5.4216545
Trts. 1 1.0681442 1.0681442 4.416343204
Error 18 4,3535103 .241861683

Calculated F is significant at .05

Considering all units surveyed, there is a significant
difference in the unit mean scores for officers and nco's.




§ able 7 : Analysis of Variance for Officer and NCO Scores
E_ on the Training Management Percepticns Instrument for Units
-. Identified as Crisis-Management-Oriented ]
E ( 3
E 1
= Question: Is there a adifference in officer and nco scores
- on the training management percepticns instrument ;
for those units identified as crisis management 1
3 oriented? ]
; 1
¢ Bypotheses: E
HO: Ml=M2
3 HA: Ml is not = M2 .
:
Unit Perception Sccres ;
Officer NCO 1
7 4.4 4.52 Corr. term: 176.8634553 1]
1.277778 4.581818 X.. : 42,035137C8 1
4.2636264 4,566667 X sq.. @ 177.9074274 |
g 4,7923 3.728B5714
f‘ 3.9222222 4.15 a
] 20.5080808 21.54705628
Source CF ss vS F
. Corr. Tot. 9 1.0439719 :
: Tres. 1 .107547 107947 .922
s Error 3 .9360249 .117003113
Calculated F is not significant at .0S
- There is no significant difference in the perceptions of the
nco's and the officers within those units identified as
: crisis-n _.agement-criented.
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. Table 8 : Analysis of Variance for Officer and NCO scrres on
b the Training Management Perceptions Instrument for Units
A Identifiea as Cptiaun~Managment-Oriented
|
CQuestion: 1s there a difierence in officer and nco scores
on the training managefient perceptions instrument
for those units identified as optimum—management-
oriented?
Hypotheses:
HC: Ml=M2
HA: Ml is not = M2
Unit Perception Scores
Cfricer NCO
4.57 5.02 Corr. term: 243.7881089
4.3384615 5.416c667 X.. H 49.37490343
4.3928571 5.575 X sg.. ¢ 245.4876129
4.7922076 5.3714286
4,5181818 5.18
22.8118082 26.56309524
b v
7 Source DF S5 MS F
' { Corr. Tot. 9 1.699504
i
E : Trts. 1 1.4072155 1.4072155  38.51579518
Error 8 .2922885 .036536063

Calculatec F is significant at .0%

There 1s a significant difference in the perceptions of the
cfficers and the rco's within those units identified as
optimum~management=-or iented.




Takle 9 : Analysis of Variance for Cfficer Scores on the
Training Management Ferceptions Instrument for Cfficers
Assigred to Identified (ptimum and Crisis-Managemeni-Oriented
Units

Cuestion: 1Is there a difference in officer scores on the
training management perceptions instrument for
these units icdentified as optimum—and crisis—-
managemert-criented?

Hypotheses:

EC: Ml=M2
EA: M1l is not = M2

Cfficer perception scores

Crisis Cptimuam
4.4 4,57 Corr. term: 187.6612782
4.2777776 4.3284613 X, : 43.31588899
4,2636364 4.5928571 X sc¢.. : 188.6854434
3.0444444 4,7623076
3.9222222 4.51518183
20.5080808 22.81i8C319

acv
Source LF sSS MS F
Corr. Tot. g 1.0241672
Tres. 1 .530716 .330716 8.604149711
Error 8 .4934512 .C616814

Calculated F is significant at .05

There is a significant difference in the percerptions of the
officers assigned to crisis-managed units as compared to
officers assigned to optimum—-management-oriented units.
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Table 10: Analysis of Variance for Non-Commissioned Cfficer
Sccres on the Training Management Perceptions Instrurent

for Non-Cawnissioned Cfficers Assigned to Identified Cptimum
and Crisis-Management~Criented Units

Cuestion: Is there a difference in ncn—ccmmissioned officer
scores on the training maragement perceptions
instrument for those units identified as cptimum
ard crisis-management—Crientec?

Hypotheses:

HO: Ml=M2
HA: Ml 1s not = M2

NonCem., perception scores

Crisis Cptimum
4.52 5.02 Corr. term: 231.4586675
4.5818131 5.41666€7 X.. : 4§,11013152
4,5666667 5.575 X sg.. : 234.7035948
3.7285714 5.3714286
4.15 5.18
21.54705626 26.36309524

ACV
Source CF S8 M3 F
Corr. Tot. 9 3.249927
Trts. 1 2.5160647 2.516C647 27.428194C9
Error 8 .7328623 .091732788

Caiculated F is significant at .05

There is a significant cifference in the perceptions of the
nen-commissioned officers assigned to crisis- managed units
as compared tc non-cemmissicned cfficers assigred to cptimum—
managed units.
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Unit Mission Success

Comegrisons

Scores for unit performance evaluations were arrived at in the
manner descriked in Appendix C.

The unit performance scores (Table 1., page 42}, when plotted
in histogram fashion, approximate a normal distribution (Table 12,
gage 43).

The upper five perrormance scores were =raduced Sy those units
that were observed to Hhave the ugper five percerticns mean scores
whereas the lower ([ive performance scores were asscciated with those
units that were observed tc have the lower perceptions mean scores.

When <ested to determine eguality oI cerizrmance mean scores

for the two identified groups (crisis arnd crctimum - management-cr-

,...
",
[oR
(&N

icant farznce in

7]

iented}, 1t was determined that there is 2 3igni i
performance mean scores in the two grcups. (see Tacle 13, cage 14]

A regression analysis was used rto compare the mean gercecticn
sceres to the unit mean performance scores [ see Table 14, page 43},
The computed r value of .94 incicates that the percepticns of tre
individuals surveyed are hnighly related t©s  the gerformance scores
obtained for their units of assignment,

When officer and nco mean perception mear. scores were isolated
Zor regression analysis computations, tne Jifferences were not large
(r=.93 and r=.92 respectively, see Tatles 1S - 16, page 45,47). Wwhen
scores and perceptions for the crisis management ancd optimum-manage-
ment-oriented units were seperately cumpared using a regression analy-
sis, the differences in the computed r values were not large (r=.77

~

and r=,92 respactively, se=s Tables 17 and 18, rages 48,49).
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Table 11: Listing of Unit Performance

Mean Scores

Unit Mean ( adjusted )

Grand MeaN .. eeieesessosessssossccsasssssssesseaas 83547

Unit Scores: ( ten units surveyed, performance scores

identified by unit can be asscciated with the percepticn

scores listed on Table 2).

1. Unit (

e
~

MEANM . teevtvsevtacaccanns

2. Unit ( 2] MEAN.ieieaiaotannassanes
3. Unit ( 3) MeaAl..iierieeraanoanaons
4. Unit ( 4) MeaAN..cveveveccassasnnns
S. Unis ( 2) Mean....ceveveannnonanss
5, Unit ( 5) MeaN.iveieiiwniorannnnns
Te Unit { 7) MEAN.veeesreorsavsasanas

8., Unit { 8) MeaN..:.ieeeeeeeaneoseans
. Unit ( 2) MEAN.sesesososaoonoscons

13, Unit (12) MEAN. . eseeeeerinnaaoenans

(L

Scores arrived at in the fashion

Units 1 threough 5 have been identified
management-oriented units based on the
instrument mean response scores.

escri

veeseasa. 23158

ceeeeae.. B4%S
ceeesenes 42792

ceeeeiee. L9674

bed in Appendix D

as the crisis-
cerceptions

ke i
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Table 12: PDescriptive Statisites for Unit Performance Mean
Scores

sl

X axis = unit performance scores ( adjusted )
y axis = frequency

Frequency distribution unit scores
( expressed &tc
nearest (0 )

L~ KN Lo =N

MM e s tsstssostoarsanssonna .25
Starcard CeviatiCheieceeees .0798
MAX MU, st eevetenoeconosns .98
MiniMUM.eeiesroressanssanea .72
RanNge...iiieeieeiennananans .25
MeCilan. . vieeieeeeenseenenn .88
MOCE et ieeroneasoasacoacans .31
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: Table 13: Analysis of Variance for Training Evaluaticn

. Scores ( mission success rate ) for Identified Crisis and

p Cptimum Management Criented Units =t
. E

- Cuestion: Are unit training evaluation sccres equal in the 13

perceived crisis management units and the 19
perceived optimum management units? 43

Hypotheses:

Unit performance scores

Crisis Optimum
.8103 8495 Corr. term: 7.306146576
.7288 .9301 X.. . 8.5476
.8158 .9674 X sq.. ¢ 7.3634285
.8138 .9763
.8073 .8453
3,976 4.5716

AGV
' Source LF ss vS g

Corr. Tot. 9 .057281924

Trts. 1 .035473936 035473936 13.01318985

Error 8 021807988  .002725999

Calculated F is significant at .05

There is a significant difference in training evaluation
scores between those units that cerceive themselves as crisisz
managed and thcse units that perceive themselves to be
optimum-management-oriented.
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Table 14: Regression Analysis of Unit Perception Scores on
Unit Performance ( mission success ) All Unit:s Considered

X axis = Unit perception mean score | adjusted )
Y axis = Unit performance mean sccre ( adjusted )
Plot Unit scores
1.00 Y X
[ ) | | HE 1 1T .8103 .5744
[ ! I | ! ol l | .B495 .6672
.95] I I | I fo | { .7288 .5252
I | i I f I | | .6158 .6260
| [ I i J fo [ .8138 .6351
501 I | f i ! | |  .8073 .6302
| ! I I I I I [ .9301 .7069
I I I | I I | | .9674 .71165
.85] i I ! l_o | | i .9793 L6935
| I I | | o | | [ .8453 L6721
Y I i i L ol I | |
.80] ! |_o__i__ool l I !
| | I I | I I |
| I | | i i | !
.751 I I I I | I I
I ! J i I ! I |
I | I I ! | | I
.70 |_o__| | I ! I I
/ | I i I f I !
/ I I [ i I I |
) 001_// | I | I ! i I
: 00 .50 .35 .60 .65 .70 .75 .80
H X
: 9393
b8 2R el=] o o] o oA .0684
Neeeesennsrasncanassssnans 10
SUM Xuiveevareooonossanana 6.4525
SUM X SQeeesrrovecoons oo 4.1950
SUM Yeuerunueonnenenenanns 8.5476 H
SUM Y SGeeerrvnccnencnnnna 7.3634 L
SUM X¥.eienoooannnns ceeeas 5.5528

There is a high relationship between the perceptions of
surveyed key personnel and performance evaluation mean
scores.
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Table 15: Regression Analysis of Officer Training Management .
Perceptions Instrument Score to Unit Performance ( mission E
success rate ) All units Considered 3
X axis = Officer perception mean score ( adjusted ) E
Y axis = Unit performance mean score ( :djusted ) -4
3
Plot Unit score off f
1.00 Y X
1 I | I I | {1 .81s8 .6286
I ! | [ o ol I | .8138 6111 3
.951 | I I | | I i .80873 .6091 E
I I I I | I I | .7288 .5206
I I | I le | ! { .8143 .5603
.90 I I | I I | Io.9301 .5561
I | I I I I I | .B453 .6198 ;
I I I I [ I ! I .B495 .6455% ;
.351 I I | o ol I I | .9793 .6529
I | I I I I I | .9674 .6846
Y I I I ! I | I
.801 I lo__ocoo_ | I I |
| T T T T ;
i | I I I | [ | 3
.751 I I I | I I ! ]
| | I I I | I I &
I | I I | | i I 3
.781 e i I i I | | ]
/ I | I I | I !
/ I i I I I I I
001 _// I I I I | i
.20 .58 .55 .62 .65 .73 .75 .80
% 1
P .9261
Intercent...cieuineeeriannn -.9237 )
Neaeaoos P . E
SUM Xeeesonooanaanns veeeees 6,1385 3
SUM X SQececereanonnsonaen 3.85a7 E
SUM Yeeoruonnennsonennaas 8.3476
Sum Y sq. tetescentinaae 7.3634
SUM X¥eeeevroonsnnns ceeese 95,3194
e oiTEE LTS
= EEESu re= s —rerer e R SRR W R E e oA EERC —
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o Table 16: FRegression Analysis of Non—Ccmmissioned Cfficer ?
- Training Management Perceptions Instrument Score to Unit § 3
N Performance ( mission success rate ) All Units Considered i 5
X axis = Noncom perception score means ( adjusted ) i
Y axis = Unit performance score means ( adjusted ) 13
Plot Unit sccore NCGC .
1.00 Y X g
1T 1T 1 i il 1 .£158 .6457 <
| | I ! I | ol | .8138 .6545 -
.95 I { I i | |_o ! .8073 .6524 i
R D I R R A R RO+ 1 .5327
! | | ! 1 ! |  oi .8103 .5929 ¢ 2
.90} l I I I | I i .9301 L7964 1 3
I I ! f | I | | .8453 7673 3
] ! I | I | | i .8495 L7171
.85 I ] i | lo | [ .9793 .7400
| ! | | ! f o | .9674 L7738
Y | I | I | I [ | E
.80 i ___ci___o0o_ i i | :
I | ! I ( I I | {
| | | | ! I l I :
o 751 I I l | l | I
I | I I | | I |
koL N T T
S .701 ! I ! I | I I
[ / | ! I I I [ |
P / I | | | | I |
vy 0ol_s/_i | | I l | I
ok 00 .50 .55 .60 .65 .70 .75 .80
: 9177
Intercept.......... veanaan .3166
o 10
SUM X.ioveoaoneossanenonense 6.8728
SUM X SQevereneersnnsanaas 4,7898
SUM Yeeeieoeoaaaans seeeess B8.5476

S Y SG..iieeiiiiienan, .o 71,3634
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i Table 17: Regression Analysis of Unit Training Managemment
' Perceptions Instrument Scores on Unit Performance ( mission
¥ success ) Only Optimum Management Criented Units Considered
:
i~
! X axis = Unit perception mean score ( adjusted )
f Y axis = Unit performance mean score ( adjusted )
Plot Unit scores
1.06 Y X
1 I I [ 0 1T w9301 .7069
. | | | I f e I i .8453 .6721
: .551 f | | I fo_ 1 | .B8495 .6672
: | I ! i | i | | .9793 .6935
: | | I I | | | | .9674 L7118
: .90 I ! I | lo | I
: | | I I I | | I
; | i I ! ! ! [ !
: .85| ! | | l_o | ! i
; f { I | o | I I
. Y | [ | J | I !
i .801 I | I i { ! I
! I i ! ! I ! I
£ I N N
; 751 | | | ! ! I !
1 I | | I I | |
3 I | I | | | I |
: L7201 { | I ! | | I
: / f | I I | I |
14 / i | | ! | | !
4 001 _//_ 1 | | | | ! |
F .00 .0 .55 .6C .65 .70 .75 .80
z v
N Chenenan 9232
Intercept.ceiecevessans .. -.5510
3 Nevieaonaans Cieseeesaacaes S
SUm Xevvinnnans R . 3.4516
SUM X Suercnvensnnansans ‘e 2.3843
SUM Y.oeveooaonannroonnnas 4.57°6
Sum ¥ SQ...aas tesetesannen 4.15.2
SUM XY ueveoronsoaonnneas . 3.1602
4
3
1




Table 18:

success )

Regression Analysis of Unit Training Management
Perceptions Instrument Scores on Unit Performance ( missicn
Only Crisis Management Oriented Units Considered

Plot
l.00
I I b i I b
I ! | | I I J I
.95 ! I ! [ | | !
! f I | f I ! ;
: ! I ! ! ! ; i
.20 i I ' [ ! ! !
! ! | I I J f ]
! I I | | I I |
.35 I I [ I | i [
I ! | I ! I ! I
Yy o [ i o | ool [ I |
871 I | |_o_lI ! I I
i i | | I E i !
! I ! | i [ [ I
« 730 ! I I | I I I
i ! J I I | I I
j ! ! f I I I f
78] t o | ! I I | '
/ [ i I I I I |
s I l [ I I I !
: el /00 | ! | ! | [
€0 .38 .sS .e@ .65 .70 .75 .8
i X
cescasuae .9296
IntercePtereesecascanansns .4205
Neeeevaonossosnanasasananas 5
SUM X.veeeoeaaonn ceecsenes 3.2009
SUM X SCevevnsntanesnnoans 1.8187
SUM Vit neossanansnsnns 3.976R
SUN Y SQecesssconnnsssanas 32,1672
SUM XYusseneans teeaacanens 2.3927

= Unit perception mean score ( adjusted )
Y axis = Unit performance mean score ( acdiusted )

Unit scores

Y
.8123
.7288
.8158
.3138
L8073

X
.5744
.5252
.c260
.6351
L5302
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Responses on Instrument

Items of Time Management
Amblguity ané Army Management

The training management perceptions instrument was developed
to measure a level of perceived crisis-management based on the con-
cepts discussed in Chapter 2. Those concepts basically described the
lack of adequate time management and ambiguity as being contributors
to a perceived crisis-situation. The Army management concepts were
developed tc prevent the need to manage by Crisis management methods.
Por a listing of those items that were intended to measure specific
conceptual areas, see Appendix B.

The mean scores for item responses were found to be 4,559S for
items concerning army management; .8322 for items concerning ambigu~
ity ; and 4.9942 for those items concerning time management.

It was cetermined that there 1is a significant difference in
the mean scores for the instrument item categories as described. It
was further determined, by using a protected LSD procedure, that there
is nc significant meén difference in responses concerning ambiguity
and army management. There was, however, a significant difference
between ambiguity and army management when ccmpared to time management

( cee Table 19, page S1).

Management effects on AWOL

There was found to be no significant relationship between the
unit mean responses on the training management perceptions instrument
ard the number of 2WOL's (absent without leave) realized by a unit.

There was found to be no significant relationship between the unit

mean performance scores to the number of AWCL's realized by the unit,
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Table 19: Analysis of Variance for Training Management
Perceptions Instrument Mean Scores on Items for Time
Management, Ambiguity and Army Management ( all units
considered )

Question: Considering all units, are mean scores for Army
Management, Time and Amibiguity significantly
different?

Hypotheses: HO: M1=M2=M3
HA: Somewhere is an inequality

Unit percegtion scores for:

Army Mgt, Ambiguity Time

4.4000 4.,58587 4.2582 Zorr. term: 5d6.3259057
4.6222 4,7428 3.3233 X.. : 134.369482
4,3889 4.6214 4.20e9 X sg.. : 614.1372952
3.4255 4.3425 3.2e23
4.0911 4.,232357 3.5483 Mean ! - Mean 2 = ,2737
5.0778 3.1985 4.4017 Mean 1 - Mean 3 = .46%4
4.7444 5.9714 4,2157 Mean Z - Mean 3 = .73290
4.9486 4.71¢66 4.2822
4.8055 5,258¢ 4.4667
5.9%22 5.3671 4.37¢¢
45,595598 48.331982 44.941817

ACV
Source DF S5 MS F
Corr. Tot, 29 7.8113895%5
Trts, 2 2.7922916 1.39614¢8 7.513590
Error 27 5.219@2730 .188892515

Calculated F is significant at .2%

Consicdering all units, there is a significant difference in
the perceptions of time management, ambiguity ané ammy
management within the unit.

Prctected L3SD = ,3933 ( .25 level of significance )

There is a significant difierance In mean response scores
between ambiguity and time meragemert. There is a
significant difference in mean response scores between
army management and time management.

e e
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summary

The developed Training Management Perceptions =~ Instrument
demonstrates itself to be a valid predictor of the surveyed Fort Bliss
units performance evaluations. It appears that the instrument coes
have r-edictive potential based on the results of the Fort Bliss sur-
vey. There is a significart difference in the performance (mission
success}) of units that perceive themselves to be crisis-management-
oriented as compared 2o those units that Derceive themselves %o be
optimummanagement-oriented. Units that scored high on the training
management perceptions instrument were observed to have better perfor-
mance evaluation scores while the 1its that scored lower ¢cn the
training management perceptions instrument had lower training evalua-
tion scores,

Although officers and nce's had significantly dJdifferent unit
mean scores on the training maragement perceptions instrument, they
also reflect the performance evaluaticns of the unit, Optimum-and
crisis-management-oriented units similarly reflected their performance
evaluations via the responses of key personnel on the developed train-
ing management perceptions instrument.

Although the design of this proiect was not to identify rea-
sons for the crisis-management situation, the observed lower scores on
the time-management items on the instrument may indicate a time-man-

agement problem.
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Chapter S

CONCLUSICNS

Findings, Interpretations
and Recommendations

Cbservation (1): It has been observed that there is a high
relationship between <the 'nit mean score cn the developed training
management instrument and the unit's performance on annual Army evalu-
ations. The surveyed Fort Bliss units that had higher perceptior mean
scores had higher performance evaluation mean scores than those that
had lesser percegtion mean scores. The developed instrument does,
therefore, appear to differentiate unit performance basecd ¢n the per-
ceptions of the key rersornel surveyed. It should ke noted that the
nission success rates refasrred  £o withina this rgrolect are all unit
evaluations that have Zeen held within the last year, Therefore, the
performance evaiuaticns may have contricuted 4o the percepticn mean
score or vice versa, ‘whatever the relationship, it appears that the
instrument does reflect the annual unit perfcrmance evaluations,

Recommendation (l): Administer the instrument to units prior

to their undertaking annual Army evaluations. Determine if the per-
ceptions gained accurately predict the final evaluation score(s).

Cbservation (Z): The differences in the perceptions of the

nco's and the officers surveyed within the same units may be caused,
in part, by the involvement of the surveved key personnel in training

managament. If the training management effort is being shared -y the

officers ard U aco's of a unit, then the perceptions of the
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training management efforts should be similar. It was apparent in
those units that were identified as optimurmanagement-oriented that
the variance in the perception mean scores o©f the officers and the
nco's was nct similar. This may indicate & communication shortfall
within the unit, or one group (either cfficer or nce) is not ace-
guately involved wiv~ the training efforts of the unit.

Reccmmencation (2): Cbserve the rcles of the key personrel in

surveyed units to determine if a difference exists in their involve-
ment in the unit training management prccess, Determine 1if the train-
ing management roles are maintained by predominantly one group (¢ffi-

cer Or nco).

Cbservaticn (3): The sampled units on the rort Eliss Military

Reservation all 1ncicated a low mean score on instrument items that
measured time management. This may indicate a groklem in the area of

time management.

Recommendaticn (2): Analyze the plarning processes of varicus

units to cdetermine the prime reasons fer time "mismanagement” within
these units. The lessons learned frem decade cld studies (20) of time
management shculd be reviewed o determire 1f time management have
remained the same.

Cbservation (4): Fcr those units surveyed on the Fort Eliss
Military Reservaticn, there was no relationship between the perceived
training management c¢i the unit and the number of AWCL cerscnnel duc-
ing the study time period. it is pessibly cue to other facters such
as the supervisory abilities ard leacership of the first-line supervi-

sors.
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Recommendation (4): Mlow lower ranking unit personnel the

opportunity to ccmplete similar  training management Fercepticrs
instruments té learn cf the trairing management technigues in their
assigned unit. Additionally, sample cscldiers, who have a nistory of
being AWCL, o cetermine if the unit's training mansgement effcrts are
contriputirg to the AWOL prcblem.

Recomrendaticrs fcr Further
Researcn

Examire a large sample of Army units ©e cetermine 1S
establishec pciicles and regulaticns are oveilng used in  the trainirg
management TrCcess. If it 1is fourd thers are units that gractice
training management i1n acccrdance with Army ccctrine ard cthers whe do
not, trhen compars the relationship Cetween the zercepticons of the
unit's key persorrel and 1ts missicn success rates.

Examine reccmmerdaticns made by the Bcard for Dvnamic Treaining
for specific reccmmendations to Lmplement the Army tralnhing mansgement
system (23). Prepare and ccnduct a follew-up evaluation to determire
what recomrendaticns nhave bLeen ImplementeG, anc the cegree te which
they have ceen irciementeaq.

Further analyze the ccncepts of lzadership vs., management.
Cetermine if the rcles are confusec. 1f so, at what ievel ard ©o what
degree are they Conrused.

Examine unlts to deterMine wihiat management technicues work.
Identify all unit characteristics thnet inflience 1ts SucCess. icen

cteristics chat cortribute to its failure.

v

tify 2ll unit char

Cetermire 1 contributors tc terceived <risils-management are
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g ¢ alent ip all che surveyed units anc determine how the units react
t - impcse ' crisis-gituatien.

Tatormine what impact assigned diversicnary missions have on
the mi. sicn wuccess—rate of the unit., Additionally, determine how
diversiorary missions are hardled by the assignirng agency and the
assigned unit.

Ceterm:ne 1f there are personnel strength proclems within
rhcse units that are perceived as crisis-management-oriented,

Measure tre number cf recurring crisis situations =eing reai-
ized by a unit. Cetermire & cause for tihe recurring crisis situation
tC ke realizec.

the 7¢r In.antry Civisien

h
P
H

Compare the results ¢f the stucy ¢
(20:A 39) to the results of these studies tc cetermine if the grotlems

realized in 1977 are still evident. If they are still evident, ceter-

Tine wnat tne disposition of the recert was, who was affected oy it,
ard what 1ncorperarions were mace intod existing dectrire. Further,
cetermine what cemmand influence nes Leen broucht to bear cn the
irplementation ¢f "lessons learred."

Cetermire 1if there are evaluation methcds available within a
Unit or inspecting s&gency to evaluate a unit's management efforts as
listed by requlation for planning, crgarnizirg, directing, ccorcdinat-
irg, controlling, cGevelopirg cf cbjectives, and maraging by sexception,

Consider Crucker's pocint on the firirg line superviscr (gpage
1. Cetermire if there is toc much asked cf the unit training man-

ager. Cetermine if long rarge Zlans shculd GCe made at & superior

neadguarters to allcw the batcelion commarcer te effectively concen-
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trate on those areas of immediate ccncern.

Summnary

Army leadership agrees that there is a proklem with unit
training management. Regulations have been develcpred to eliminate the
problems ¢f what has been referrec to within this project as "crisis
management." However, many Army commancers are managing training by
crisis-maragement methcCs thet prevent the efficient accemplistment of
assigned missions.

This study was cdevelcped to cetermine 1f there is a differernce
in the missicn success rates of identifled crisis-ancd cptimum-manage-
Tent- crientec units. Key to the stucdy was the developmernt of the
Training Management Ferceptlcens Instriment (App. A)., The instrument
was develcped Ircm the cfeoncepts that time mismanagement andé amkiguity
are prime causes for crisis management. adcéitionally, items ccrcern-
ing Army management were included in the instrument t¢ Gain the unit's
perceptions of how exisiting regulations are Ceing implementec. A lcw
gcore was indicatlive oI a crisis-management-criented unit whereas &
high score was ircicative of an optimum-management~crienzad unit.

The prciect was causal comgarative in nature comparing the
percepticns Cf the surveyed units to their mission success rates (per-
formance evaluations).

Cf the Cattzlicn sized unite surveyed at Fort Bliss, a righ
relat..nghi.n tetween key Cersornel levels of perceived crisis manage-
rent and thelr unit perfcrmance evaliatlon sccres was cbserved. The
trnits that hed lower mean sccres on  the Fercepticons Instcrument had

lower mean gerfcrmance sccores. The units that had higher mean sccres
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on the Perceptions Instrument nad higher performance scoces.

&

o There may be a problem with unit time management. All units
surveyed indicated that time management was less than optimal. Recom=

- merdations include an in - depth review of the dispositicn of previous
research to determine the impact on the training management systems.
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APPENDIX A: TRAINING MANAGEMENT PERCEPTICNS INSTRUMENT

The following instrument {s interded to survey your opinion in
the area of training management as you perceive it to occur within the
unit of your present assignment. This is not an evaluation, and the
results will be used for purposes of further research only., Do not
place your name, rank, or cduty position any place on this form. The
answers you provide will be maintained in the strictest of confidence
and will not be released on the form that you provide for on this
worksheet.

Use the following scale for the formulation of your answers.

i 2 3 4 5 6 7

i ! |
never (seldom) equally {frequently) always
occurs oCccurs occurs
( false ) ( true }
( low urgency ) ( high urgency )

If in your opirion, the question should ke answered in a
rrue—~false manner, indicats a ore { 1 } for false or 2 seven ( 7 ) for
true, otherwise indicate the number that best irdicates your unit.

If you are unsure oif the meaning c¢f a concept presentecd within
this gquestionnaire, place a ore ( 1 ) in the appropriate answer sgace.

Should you wish te clarify any answer that you provide, indi-
cate that you are placing a comment c¢n the back of the form. ‘When
writing any comments, please insure that you reference the question
numker. Your ccmments will be appreciated.

Any questions concerning the final dispositior of this form

wiy

should be addressed to:

Captain L.H. Rics
1005 Ferndale
Las Cruces, New Mexico
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7
i I |
never {seldom) equally (Ereguently) always
occurs occurs occurs
( false ) ( true ) &
( low urgency ) ( high urgency ) b
!
4
1 1. The battalion commarder vlans this units training in accor- fs
dance with DA TC 21-5-7, 1
Z 2. This unit maintains a current detailecd training forecast
3 3. Subordinate leaders are informed of the projected training .

requirements.

3 4. This unit trairs for arnual training evaluations on a year
round basis.

S 5. Adeguate time is allccated to instructors for the prepara-
tion of training within the unit.

(@)
(9]

This unit 1is not sublected to abrupt changes to training
raguirements imposed by a higher headguarters.

7. Training planning continues on forecasted training as this
unit repares for a training evaluation.

3 8. The soldier's work-cay schecdule ramains uncharmged during a
period preceding a training evaluation (this does not
incluce yre-planned training activities.)

9 ¢. Training plans meetings are concducted on a freguent basis
with subordinate commanders, leacders, staff as necessary.

ltern
ned s

-
[ ]
C
»
e

ative activities are planned in the event of unglan-

schedule interuption.

11 11. Responsikility for alternate plan implementatiorn is xnown
and understood by those persons affected Ly the contingency
rlan.

12 12. This unit is not sublect to recurring crisis situations.
(crash preraration, implementation, correction, etc.)

12 13. Training forecasts are grovided v a superior headguarters
on a timely basis.

are incorzerated to include sguad  and creow
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| l !
never {selcdom) equally (£requently) always
oceurs occurs occurs
( false ) { true )

( low urgency )

15.

16.

18.

19.

( high urgency )
Normal training activities continue to occur up to the time
of a scheduled training inspection or evaluation.

Unit training vlans are not changed by a higher headguar-
ters.

Training standards from the  appropriate ARTEP  are
incorporated in all training efforts.

All SCT's are grepared for on a daily basis.

This unit conducts refresher or remedial training on the
basis of the evaluations acdministered.

This unit is prepared to move +to a deployment position and
continue sustained operations if necessary.

There is nc need to institute a crash program to provide
major instruction prior to a training evaluation.

Unit standard operating procedures are established for th
conduct of training.

Circle one: Cfficer Non-Cemrissioned Officer

Circle Cne: Time in unit Jmo., 6fmo., 2mo. 12mo. 1lSmo.
18mo. Zlmo. 24mo. or more
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APPENDIX B: TRAINING MANAGEMENT PERCEPTICNS INSTRUMENT
ITEM JUST FICATICN

The guestions are formulated to provide insight into a unit's

functioning in one or more of three conceptual areas relating to cri-

sis management as described within this text., They are as follows:

1. Ammy Regulation cr accepted Army standard (CA TC 21-3-7).
( see Chapter 2 )
2. Concepts of ambiguity relative to stress and crisis
established by Shapiro and Cilbert. (see Chapter 2)
3. Concepts of time relating to stress and crisis as estabi-
ished by Shapiro and Gilbert., {see Chapter 2)
Each item will have a definition to help the respondent decice
if his uniz is crisis or optimum—management oriented, They are as
follows:

Ttem Number:

The battalion commander plans this unit's training in
accordanca with ZA TC 21-5-7.

Concept(s) of item interest: Army Management

This unit maintains a current detailed training forecast.
Concept (s) of item interest: Ambiguity

Subordinate leaders are informed of the prolfected training
requirements.

£ item interest: Ambiguity

o

Concept (s)
This unit trains for annual &training evaluations on a

vear-round basis.
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Concept(s) of item interest: Army Management.

Sufficient time is allocated to instructors for the prepa-
ration of training wi:chin the unit.

Concept (s) of item interest: Time

This unit is not subjected to abrupt changes in training
requirements imposed by a higher headcuarters.

Concept (s} of item i~terest: Time

Training plarning continues on forecasted training as this
unit prepares for a training evaluation.

Concept (s) of item interest: Army Management

The work—day schedule ( heurlvy input ) remains unchanged
during a period preceding a training evaluaticen.
Concept {s) of item intersst: Time.

Plarning meetings are conducted on a frequent btasis with
subordinate commanders, leaders, staff as necessary.
Concept (s) of item interest: Ambiguity

Alternate activities are gplanned in the event of an
unplarned schedule interruption.

Concept(s) of item interest: Ambiguity

Responsibility for alternate plan Iimplementation is known
and urderstocd by those persons affecced by the contin-
gency plan.

Concept{s} of item interest: Ambiguiry

This unit is not subject to recurring crisis sitiations.

Concept{s) of item interest: Army Management,

Training forecasts are preovided by a superior headguarters

by
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15.

[
[a)
.

2e.

22.

on a timely basis.

Concept(s) of item interest: Time

Training plans include squad and crew level training.
Concept(s) of item intersst: Ambiguity

Normal training activities continue up to the time of a
schecduled training inspection or evaluation.

Concept (s) of item interest: Time

Unit training rplans are nct changed by a higher hreadquar-
ters.

Concept!s) of item interest: Army Management,

Training standards frcom the approctriate ARTEP are incorpo-
rated in all training efforc<s.

Concept(s) of item interest: Army Management,

SQTs are prepared for on a daily tasis,

Concept (s) of item Iinterest: Time

The unit coancucts refresher or remedial training on the
basis of the evaluations administered.

Concept {s) of item interest: Army Management,

This unit 1is prepared to mecve to an alert position and
continue sustained operaticns if necessary.

Concept(s; <i ltem Intasrest: Army Management

There is no need to institute a crash pregram to grovice
maior instruction pricr to a training evaluation.
Concept{s) of item interest: Ambiguity .

Standard operating procecdures are establishec for the con-

duct of training.
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ncept(s) of item interest: Army Management

Item Recapitulation:

Concept of interest: Time Army Management Ambiguity ]
Number of Items: £ 9 7
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APPENDIX C: COMMENTS ON INSTRUMENT VALIDATICN AND a,
RELIABILITY §-
! Roster of Training Management Percepticn Instrument Content ;

Validation Panel:

For Content Validity:

Carson, C.R., Maj.

Assistant Professcr of Military Science
New Mexico State University

Las Cruces, New Mexics

Cewitt, E.D,, Ltc.

Ceputy Director Plans and Trairing
USMADCEN ané Fert Bliss

Fert 2liss, Texas ]

Hester, M.L., Maj.
Asst. Inspector General and Inspections Team Chief
USAADCEN anc Fcort E1liss

Fort Bliss, Texas

Leng, C., Cpt.

Office of the Tir. Pians and Training
USAADCEN and Fort Bliss

Fort 3liss, Texas

Rittman, C.J., Ltc.

Professor of Military Science
New Mexico State University
Las Cruces, New Mexico

Instrument Design:

Creft, C.B., Pk

Cert. of Educaticnal Management and Tevelspment
{ Educational Research and Cevelopment lentar )
New Mexico State University

Las Zruces, New Mexico

Comrments on Instrument YValicdation:

Copies cf the instrument ancd actprepriate ZJraft chapters of

this crotect were proviced <ke ranel members for <consiceraticn and

comment. Fersonal interviews were conducted as aprrepriate  to gain




insight on recommended changes. The instrument contained within this
document is a final, content-validated product based on the approval
of the panel members listed. Comments on Reliabilicy:

The content-validated instrumenrt was adminictered to 1l senior

non—-commissiored officers attendirg the United States Sergeant's Masor

Academy, 3iggs Field, Fort 2liss Texas. The instrument was evaluated
for reliability using a test-retest mezhod. The time period between
trhe administration Of the instrumert was :tfree Jays. The ccmpleted
irstruments wer2 analyzed for the reliability coefficient using a
ragrassion aralysis,

Reliacilicy ZToeificient for the Training Maragement Percep—

tions Instrarent: .27 (sae Tacle !, Chagter 4, sage 29)
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APPENDIX D: RECCRD SHEET FCR GELECTED UNIT TRATNING
EVALUATICNS

This sheet will be filled out for each unit that is identifi
for further research, When filled out, this form will be kept sepa-
rately from all other units and will not be released to persons not
directly invoived in the analysis of the data contained on this sheet.
Unit:

Location:

Cate:

C /0 : {circle ones ; Unit Mean Training Management
Perceptions score:

Data collector:

Jnlt ass.istant:

L2 22 S AR 2R 2222 R 2 a2t Al iidsd st il sl el dldd

Whern recording scores, use +ie atest score avasilable. The sCore
should not te mere tnan 12 months 14, Secause the Army currantly
mTrasizes nass - £2i] zreograms,  the onit score will te arrived a2t btv
assigning 3 valce cf I (cne ) for 3 zZéssing scors and a0 ( zerc )
£or a Zallirg score. Cormencdacie werk wilil Ze considered tassirg
only, The exzertion {or assijymment Sf 3 zers or 3 cne i3 when the

unic nas a nunerical score available, i.e., snysical crainirg test
sccres are corputad on a2 & - IR moint casis, the recorcer should
averace the unit's cghysical train c“2st arc arrive at tne unit raw
mean, i.e., 4.2 which when mul 23 by tpe forrection term .. will

q.

creviZe an adliusted mean score. B e e unist should be
arrived a2t in by averaging avallalle scores. This figure sheoull be
summed with  the unit's rass Zali 3cores Ior computation in tne unit

rean sTore,

re an? Tero

283 - 7al. scores:
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Maintenance operations (6)/ /

Weapons Qualifications:

£

E Individual weapons (7y/ /

E' Crew served weapons (3)/ /

E SQT score mean 9)/ /
5 Comments ‘

;




